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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: disclosing 
that there is a set of documents also implies that the corresponding collection 
comprises multiple or plural documents, therefore claim 2 fails to further limit ' 
independent claim 1 . 

2. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

4. Claims 1-3. 14-26 and 28-31 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Neumann (US Publication 2001/0034660). 

As to claims 1 . 20. 22 and 27. Neumann discloses a method for ordering 
documents (paragraph 15), comprising: receiving a search query (Figure 2, 
element 21, paragraph 10); determining a location associated with the query 
(Figure 2, element 22); determining topical scores for a plurality of documents 
based, at least in part, on the query (paragraphs 12 and 15, i.e. desired product); 
selecting a set of documents from the plurality of documents (Figure 2, element 
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24, paragraph 15, wherein the system retrieves multiple providers associated 
with the query) ; determining distance score for each document in the set of 
documents using a document location associated with the document and the 
location associated with the query (paragraph 15, wherein the result also can be 
ranked based on the distance between the provider and the user) ; and ordering 
the set of documents as a function of both the topical scores of the set of 
documents and the distance scores of the set of documents (Figure 2, element 
26 and paragraph 16). 

As to claim 2 . Neumann discloses a method wherein the set of documents 
includes the plurality of documents (paragraph 15, multiple product providers). 

As to claim 3 . Neumann discloses a method wherein the function depends 
on the topical score and the distance score of each document in the set of 
documents (Figure 2, steps 24 and 25 and paragraph 13). 

As to claim 14 . Neumann discloses a method wherein the ordering the set 
of documents includes: generating an overall score for each of the documents In 
the set of documents based (paragraph 14, since both product and distance 
criteria are taken into account when listing result, there has to be some sort of 
score allowing to rank the best match on the very top of the resulting list), at least 
in part, on the topical score and the distance score, and ordering the set of 
documents based, at least In part, in the overall scores (paragraphs 13 and 15). 

As to claim 15 . Neumann discloses a method wherein the distance score 
is based, at least in part, on a location sensitivity (paragraph 14, wherein the 
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determining minimal distance with the best provider match, is considered to be 
equivalent with location sensitivity). 

As to claim 16 , Heumann discloses a method wherein the location 
sensitivity dependens, at least in part on at least one of the keyword, a topic, the 
query, the location associated with the query, and a user issuing the query 
(Figure 2, step 22, paragraph 14). 

As to claim 17 , Heumann discloses a method wherein the documents are 
web pages (paragraph 19, wherein most up to date prices for searched items 
need to be accessed from online source in order to keep them current). 

As to claim 18 , Heumann discloses a method wherein the documents are 
advertisements (paragraph 17). 

As to claim 19 . Heumann discloses a system for ordering documents 
(paragraph 15), , comprising: means for determining a location associated with a 
query (Figure 2, element 22); means for determining topical scores for a plurality 
of documents based, at least in part, on the query (paragraph 13, Figure 2, 
element 23); means for identifying one or more documents from the plurality of 
documents (paragraph 15, multiple product providers); means for determining a 
distance score for each of the identified documents using document locations 
associated with the identified documents based, (paragraph 14) at least in part, 
on the topical score and the distance score; and means for arranging the 
identified documents based, at least in part, on the overall scores (paragraph 14, 
figure 2, elements 24 and 25). 
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As to claim 21 , Heumann discloses a server wherein the ranking 
component is further configured to order the set of documents based, at least in 
part, on ranking of the set of documents (paragraph 15). 

As to claim 23 . Heumann discloses a method wherein the determining a 
location sensitivity of the identified topic includes determining a degree to which 
location is relevant for the identified topic (paragraph 14, since all the providers 
carry exact desired product, the shortest distance is selected, if the provider 
would not carry the wanted item then this selection would not be significant even 
though the location might be the closest). 

As to claim 24 , Heumann discloses a method wherein the location 
sensitivity of the identified topic is determined based, at least in part, on user 
behavior with regard to prior search (paragraph 15, once search is contacted the 
user can choose to rank the providers based on the price, so it is based on the 
prior search (i.e. search already completed)). 

As to claim 25 . Heumann discloses a method further comprising: 
determining a geographic range for the identified topic when the identified topic is 
determined to be location sensitive (paragraph 15, i.e. distance). 

As to claim 26 . Heumann discloses a method wherein the ranking at least 
one document in the set of documents is based, at least in part, on the location 
associated with the at least one document and the geographic range for the 
identified topic when the identified topic is determined to be location sensitive 
(paragraphs 14 and 15). 
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As to claim 29 , Neumann discloses the method comprising: ranking the 
set of potential advertisements based, at least in part, on the comparing; and 
wherein the ordering the set of potential advertisements includes re-ranking at 
least some of the set potential advertisements (paragraph 15, last two lines). 

As to claim 30 , Neumann discloses the method wherein the location 
associated with the target document is based, at least in part, on a user that 
accesses the target document (paragraph 14, figure 2, step 22, wherein in order 
to determine desired or nearest location, the location of the user has to be first 
determined). 

As to claims 28 and 31 , Neumann discloses a method and a system 
comprising: analyzing the target document to identify a topic for the target 
document (paragraphs 15 and 17, topic could be for instance name of the . 
provider) and a location associated with the target document (paragraph 9); 
identifying targeting information for a plurality of advertisements (paragraphs 15 
and 17, i.e. price), ; comparing the targeting information for plurality of 
advertisements (paragraph 15, comparing prices); determining a distance score 
for at least one advertisement in the set of potential advertisements using an 
advertiser location associated with the one advertisement and the location 
associated with the target document (paragraph 15); ordering the set of potential 
advertisements based, at least in part, on the distance score of the at least one 
advertisement; and presenting at least some of the ordered set of potential 
advertisements (paragraphs 14 and 15) . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

6. Claims 4-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Neumann (US Publication 2001/0034660) in the view of Berkan et al (US 
Publication 200300743353). 

As to claim 4.12 and 13, Neumann teaches all the limitations disclosed in 
claim 1 , however he does not explicitly teaches the method wherein the topical 
score is higher for more relevant ones of the documents and a distance score is 
higher for ones of the documents with a document location nearer to the location 
associated with the query. Berkan teaches an answer retrival technique wherein 
the results are ranked based on the score i.e. the most top result having the 
highest scores (paragraphs 42 and 150). It would have been obvious to one of 
the ordinary skill in the art during the time the invention was made to rank results 
in the descending order, wherein the top position would have the highest score, 
as taught by Berkan, because majority of match calculating algorithms lead to 
positive result, wherein satisfying each matching criteria increases the overall 
matching score. Therefore, if the document matches the query very well, it is 
certain to expect that the score would be also high. Once the score is 
determined, the resulting documents can be put in order depending on their 
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matching scores, therefore it would create additional complexity to reverse the 
matching scores so as to place the documents in the ascending order. Such an 
action based on the additional calculations requirement would slow down the 
processing time. 

Note regarding claim 12, ranking the results based on the closest distance 

(paragraph 14). 

Note regarding claim 13, ranking based on the information found in the 
result, for instance price (paragraph 14), wherein the lowest price has the highest 
score (i.e. Is ranked first). 

As to claims 5 and 6 . Heumann teaches the method wherein determining 
distance score for the document includes calculating a distance from the 
document location to the location associated with the query (paragraph 14). 
Heumann does not explicitly teach however, that the function used for the 
calculation of the score is monotonic. Berkan teaches the answer retrieval 
technique wherein score calculating function shows the monotonic behavior (Figs 
8A-8D). It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art during 
the time the invention was made to use a monotonic function as taught by 
Berkan, in Heumann searching algorithm because this would simplify 
calculations (constant polarity) and therefore minimize the processing time. 

As to claims 7-11 . Heumann teaches all the limitations discloses in claim 
1, however he does not explicitly teach document ordering comprising weighting 
the topical and distance scores. Berkan teaches the retrieval technique wherein 
weightings are used based on the importance or the relevance of the result 
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(paragraph 41). It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art 
during the time the invention was made to use weightings to determine more 
accurately the relevance of the results, because it is well known and common! 
used technique for matching query with the results, in order to find most relevant 
art or documents. 

Note regarding claim 9, if the weights would not vary, there would be no 
ranking. 

Note regarding claim 10, query allows to obtain results, so indirectly 
weight depends on query/keyword (i.e. weight result, if query results in a lot of 
well matching documents, overall document weighting will also be higher). 

The Prior Art 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

Ryu (US Patent 6377961 ) discloses a method for displaying 
internet search result wherein the method comprises the steps of 
obtaining the query, specifying location of the query and the 
searched destination, and combining both the destination score 
and the document's topic score in order to generate final list of 
results. This reference does not teach explicitly that all the 
documents are ranked according to their score. 
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Liechty et al (US Publication 20030078924) discloses a 
probabilistic location estimation which applies the score to each 
result based on the location and assigned weight for data point or 
result. 



Inquiry 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Angela M. Lie whose telephone number is 
571-272-8445. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

9. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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1 0. information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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